Key 2$, 1971 


Ms*. John tconsrd 
Editor, Saw York Tim*** 

Stanley Book Review 
Hew York, Saw York 

Bass* Mr. Leoaerds 


ths I * * 4 ©© wasks ego, when I wrcta about Jc ha Eaplsn’g (excuse th* 
expression) 'review- of my FHAB3-UP, I did not know you had ba- 
ooaa eel tor of the Sunday So ok Review. the last shims I ted 
saau w A ta your asm® is fells ravisrw of Garrison’ s "Heritage of 


Your silence sisee^ then ha 3 been # disappointment, more so after 
reeding' wtei fc fins nst$ to say about you. 

Also sines than 1 hare ssksd that two things ba sent yens The 
ligas editorial response fee an inquiry shout why the l$afe two 
(favorable) paragraphs cf your review of Garrison's book t«>r® 
sseissd from the later editions > sad a naw writing by Kaplsa. 
editorialising is not permitted in 'fines* reviews* the editor 
sale, hones what you had to s?y that was good about Garrison’s 
moA ala net belong. 1 spar® you fch© obvious comparison and 
question. And ffeplais, to whoa your section assigned the ©sIt 
*** ok orifeic®! cf government sad the workings of the ins ti tutioas 
of society in the King assassination, has since added further 
disqualification by writing for the 03 Ia on the Angela Daria case. 

®*® SJSLS. ® a< * Kaplan arc fer from th® only case where reviews were 
assigned to partisans who protend knowledge they do cot have. 

Blaer Gert-z, barren Commie sien sycophant and asm of Jack Ruby’s 
lest lawyers, aooepfcsd such an assignment from the Chicago Suu- 
|Y^s, this after ft) I had offered help in the Ruby def«nsa“end 
o) lacerated him quit® publicly on Chicago TV' for prating ttadis- 
tilled propaganda to my face. Mis chief complaint about is© wsss 
expresses. in/'libel, that I wss psrfe of a ccnspirsey to 1! frame n 
wlay Shaw. In sll aspects sad overtones, this is total falsehood. 


I write you sot s@ «a editor, not asking publication, of this letter, 

but as s man concerned shout fee society in which he lives? about 
wn&l? h&pp& n@ct ■fe© it d&d *60 wiio t3U2*n. fc©y£x*d pe&o** ©sid & 

SciS^ of fchd national haritaga for thoss so loog deai$£ it| about 
distortion and corruption of all the mesas of justice; and 
sfeout how any kind of representative society can function whan it 

is either not told about inf arms ties required for its functioning 
or given an entirely misrepresents tive opinion of it, clearly de- 
signed to discourage interest in it, to kill it. 
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So. the Times is not alone. 2very major show that aired the 
Foresasa-laais-Suia combination, some fortified with s no-conspir- 
soy fiction fro® Rnpsey Clark, has refused to provide ma oppor- 
tunity for response. Yet mine, may I real ad you, is the only 
hook on the other side. And there is s law against electronic 
partisanship, the "fairness 9 doctrine of the FCC 

In Ksjjjphis t found no single block at all bitter about Hay. All 
of the may vfcc spoke considered that, as there is no justice for 
the®, there was none for Ms. It is that simple. I think for 
many that ha was found guilty is sufficient to convince them of 
the opposite. 

Has the lew any nor® meaning for a writer with no resources, who 
bankrupts Maself in the hope of doing s public service, of giv- 
ing society and its institutions viability, then it hss for Ray, 
or for so saany Memphis blacks? 

It has become s. modem literary sin to write with passion about 
that which should arouse passion, and to document with thorough- 
ness. For literary acceptability today (unless one be Agnew), 
on® naed Ice for Ink. So, I have cone to expect and to live with 
denunciations of ny style fro® the ivory towers. But works of 
nonfiction, especially those on pressing and current national 
issues, ought bs judged on their content, on their validity, on 
their topicality, on the contributions they can or do ®»k* B 
decent society, on the basis they Isj for the rectification of 
evil, the righting of wrong. 

Busy as you are, sad not seeking redress of what I consider a 
designed* injustice, as one man to another, I give you this chal- 
lenge; Head and evaluate FRAMS-UP yourself. Ask yourself if it 
is not of significant content, if such of it is not news, even 
in a book. Than go further, compare the headlines it ^ anticipated 
that you have seen in these three weeks, of the mass illegal ar- 
rests, of the government claim its desires override the law and 
the Constitution and nobody has rights in the face of bureau- 
cratic whim, ana now of tile right to jail without hearing or ba*l 
(and recall that as I alone exposed, the big gun imported for the 
forerunner of this "preventive detention" law is the judge who 
surrendered the sacred records of his own court to those who claim 
those new rights so that they could suppress all official copiss 
of these public records). 

I find mysslf wondering if I erred in saying it is Orwell who is 
alive sad fleurlsMag in Washington, Can it be Hitler, with 
junior-grade Qoebbslsss already lining up? 

Bo you want your review section used ia any such fashion, for 
any such objectives? 

I ass, of course, perplexed st your silence after receiving e 
letter like mins. It was not just a latter from sn aggrieved 
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writer. It raised basic questions about the integrity of your 
section I would think you would want to address, if only to 
record that you did not consciously assign this review to a scan 
so ridden with, irreconcilable conflicts. I hate to believe you 
or anyone else there did it on purpose. 

Tf you did not kill anlenorKcus end bankrupting labor that cannot 
possibly be financially rewarding, it will not be your fault. 

yours truly. 


Harold Veisberg 



